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THE audibility of the Radio Voice must be considered from two points of view; that of the broadcasters and that of the audience.
(1) Clear enunciation by the announcers goes a long way to help the deaf part of the audience; it also greatly adds to the comfort of those whose hearing capacity is good. One observes this in listening at the cinema. You hear every word spoken by actors such as Ralph Richardson, Herbert Marshall, or Aubrey Smith. You strain to catch the words of others who shall be nameless. Much of their speech is inaudible even to the non-deaf.
The only cure for this lack of audibility is in the teaching of elocution. Quite apart from broadcasting or acting, our everyday comfort would be greatly increased if people were taught to speak properly. I suggest that elocution should be a standard subject in our schools, for both boys and girls, and not an extra subject, as it is now.
(2) The audience consists of all types and conditions of men; the highly educated, the quick thinker, the poorly educated, the slow thinker, those with normal hearing, those with defective hearing, the young with quick reactions, the elderly with slight senile deafness and a time-lag in interpreting the sounds heard. Also, we must include a number of other nationals whose knowledge of English is not perfect.
The deaf audience varies, of course, from the slightly deaf to the totally deaf. It includes those deaf for high tones, as well as those whose hearing is deficient in the lower tones.
When the deaf person is listening to the Radio Voice, he has to listen harder. He often has to strain his listening power and develops fatigue. This applies very particularly to the middle-aged and old people. They have a time-lag in interpreting the sounds. Their reactions to sound are delayed. So it follows that if such a person is listening to a very rapid speaker, he gets behind in his hearing, misses a word, and so may lose the gist of the sentences. He has to start again and do his best to catch up. He then gets tired of listening and gives it up as a bad job. When such a person listens to a speaker who speaks at an optimum rate, with 'adequate pauses, he has no difficulty whatever in hearing every word without fatigue.
In a broadcast on the B.B.C. announcers, Mr. John Snagge alluded to the listening "fathers", who did not hear as well as they used to. They represent a large and, I think, very important section of the audience.
The problem of the deaf has been taken up mainly by the National Institute for the Deaf. Their principal care, however, is of the deaf and dumb, and those suffering from extreme degrees of deafness, whereas our problem is to investigate subtotal deafness, to find out the numbers of the partially deaf who listen to the Radio Voice.
It is difficult to obtain any exact statistics of the partially deaf. In a survey made by Laura Spelman for the Rockefeller Foundation, it was found that three million children in American schools were suffering from some degree of deafness-a surprising number. In this country, evidence goes to show that the incidence is not so high. The Annual
Report for year 1930, of the Chief Medical Officer of the Board of Educatiorshows defective hearing in 6,859 out of 1,770,779 children examined. This is about 4 per thousand. Other investigators have found 6 to 8 per thousand.
The number of the deaf increases with age. The various causes of deafness continue to operate and reach their maximum in old age. Mr. Arthur Wells investigated this subject in 1937 (Brit. med. I., 1937 (ii), 18). After patient inquiry, he estimated that one in six persons in England and Wales was defective in one or both ears. This means that over seven millions of our people are somewhat deaf. This is a very considerable proportion of our Radio audience, and deserves the attention of the B.B.C.
STATISTICAL REVIEW
From this short analysis of the Radio audience, it is clear that it includes a large number of people who are dependent for their Radio reception on the skill and care of those who are issuLing the broadcasts. Not all of this number listen in, as it includes the very young, but it does include a very important group, namely, the elderly, who, in addition to their aural defect, develop a time-lag. They hear the sound, but their cerebration is slow. They take longer to aralyse and register the sound. This compels them to listen more intently, and, after a time, this produces fatigue. The speed at which the broadcast is uttered, and the adequacy of the pauses between the sentences, is of extreme importance in producing comfortable reception and interpreting the sounds heard.
Senile deafness is composed of two factors: (1) Loss of acuity in hearing sound.
(2) Delayed interpretation of the sound heard.
It is well known that hearing acuitv diminishes with age. This diminution shows itself in the higher tones even at the age of 30. At ages over 50, the diminution for tones over 1,000 is marked. But even for tones in the speech range (128-512), acuity is lessened. At 60, the diminution is more marked (fig. 1 ). , 1929, 9, 625.) This subject has been investigated by Dr. Bunch at the Johns Hopkins University. Fig. 1 shows very clearly the variation of hearing with age. It must be borne in mind that these tests were done on people who made no complaint of deafness. They do not include those whose deafness had become manifest.
We are concerned at the moment with the loss of hearing for the human voicetones C.128 to C.512. The diagram ( fig. 2) page 432, fig. 151 , Heinemann, 1929) explains this point very clearly. It shows that the highest note in the average female voice is onlv midway between C.512 and C.1024, and the lowest bass note in the average male is midway between C.64 and C.128. The fundamental tones of the ordinary speaking voice lie between these extremes.
The second factor in senile deafness is delayed hearing, the slowing-up of the interpretation of the sounds heard, or delayed cerebration. The audiometer does not measure this factor. Even our consulting-room testing, by watch, whisper, and conversational voice, does not demonstrate this. A patient will often hear a whisper at 10 or 12 feet, and vet fail to understand a person who is talking rapidly, even in a louder voice. This combination of diminished hearing with delayed hearing exists in a large proportion of the Radio audience. This group must be added to that of the estimated one-sixth who show actual evidence of deafness.
The time-lag is a very important point. It increases graduallv with age. Let LIs assume that it begins to manifest itself about the age of 50. The Registrar-General's figures for 1938 give the "over 50" (i.e. 50 to 85 years old and upwards) number of our population as 10,289,800. No doubt a large proportion of these are keen listeners to the B.B.C.
There are also a large number of foreigners here at present. They too have a lag unless they are very expert linguists.
All credit must be given to the B.B.C. for the trouble and care they take in making their broadcasts. The announcers are for the most part excellent. It is difficult to enforce a certain rate of speech and a certain space of time for paulse, but I do think one should try to find an optimum rate, a rate that would not be tedious to the quick hearers, and yet acceptable to the deaf. The broadcaster is here in a dilemma. He has an audience of millions. He has to do his best to please evervbody. Some of his deaf listeners, the early otosclerotics, and those with middle-ear deafness, hear the higher tones better. They hear the voices of children and females better than men. However, the number of people with this type of defect is much less than those who belong to the older group, who hear lower tones better.
My deaf patients say they can hear every word of Mr. Churchill's speeches, but hardly a word of some of our popular comedians.
The larger proportion of the deaf audience hear a man's voice more easily than that of a woman. Even the golden voice of the lady-announcer fails to charm. A man is certainly the best choice for a Radio speaker, but even he, if he wishes to reach the maximum number of his audience, must carefully arrange, not only his elocution, but also his rate of speech and his pauses. Of course one realizes that the slow, stately oratorical style is apt to be tedious to the majority of his audience who have no hearing defect, buit I do think that there is an optimum rate of speech, which, combined with adequate pauses, would give untold comfort to the deaf portion of his audience. It should be possible to ascertain this optimum rate of speech and thus bring comfort and enjoyment to millions.
Mr. John Snagge: We of the B.B.C. are not unaware of our responsibilities in the matter of the spoken word. But it must be remembered that the microphone is a new invention and "broadcasting" was an unknown word in the days of my own grandfather. Our age is 21. In ten days time the B.B.C. "comes of age". In those twenty-one years we have had to find our way, and we have learned a lot, but we have not, and shall not have learned all there is to know for many years to come. Indeed, I have spent during those twenty-one years only nineteen years in company with the microphone, and I can say with truth that the problems of to-day are far greater than ever they have been, and I believe 3ometimes that the longer I spend in broadcasting the less I know.
In the matter of medical science I am a layman. The only training I have received in broadcasting comes from, probably the finest school of all, experience.
What I may say about the Radio Voice must apply only to the work which is being done by the announcers, news readers, and those people who are selected and appointed to the B.B.C. to be the official voice, or if you will, the "shop window" of the B.B.C. We cannot any more than anyone else give people new voices. We have not the time, at any rate just now, to be the Professor Higgins of Bernard Shaw's "Pygmalion". So far as the ,poken word and English of the announcers is concerned, we are not there to instruct our listeners. We are there to be understood by the greatest majority of listeners.
Criticism is often justified, and if constructive is often invaluable. It is by this means that we have learned to find our way, and very largely why the B.B.C. does to-day hold a good deal of respect both in this country, and, in these days of war, throughout the world.
The President's plea for the deaf is one of which we are not unconscious, and indeed I have myself learned much which I only hope may lead to a better service to them. But they are not our only problem. What of those who do not speak the English of the South, of those who speak and whose ears are attuned to the many dialects and hundreds of near dialect and accent speech in which we abound? Is our audience the individual sitting before his fire in his own home, or the one who is listening to a public loudspeaker with scores of others, or maybe the one who is trying to hear in a crowded and noisy canteen or the mess deck of a ship at sea?
And what of the quality of reception due either to bad reception areas or poor quality receiving sets? I would like, if I may, to say a word about the most obvious and best known of our activities so far as Home Listeners are concerned-that of the news bulletins and their reading. To paraphrase a famous advertisement, they should be read "Not too slow, not too fast, but just right". What is "just right"? There are many factors which combine to make audibility and intelligibility. The President spoke of enunciation. This must be one of the most important factors, but it can be overdone, and when it is the all-important rhythm of English may be lost. It is, I think, a national failing that we are lazy speakers of our language. We do not as a whole move our mouths properly when we speak. Compare us with some foreigners such as the French or the Italians. We have a habit of slurring our words and sentences, and I agree whole-heartedly with the President's suggestion that as a matter of course we should be taught to speak. We should be taught all those things that go to make for clarity of speech--emphasis, pausing, speed, intonation. I do not, however, suggest that a standard form of English should be spoken throughout the length and breadth of the country. Our true dialects should never be allowed to die; they are characteristics and traditions of which we may well be proud. But there are accents and intonations which are neither traditional nor pure, and which have crept into our speech, and which jar badly on the ear. But there must be, and I believe there is, a standard form of English which is understood by all, or nearly all, English-speaking people, and it is this form which we in the Corporation have tried to maintain. The microphone and loud speaker are not kind. They tell the truth sometimes unpleasantly. There are many that I know, and I can speak personally, who when they first heard a recording of their own voice were surprised and often shocked.
We must always bear in mind that affectations or simple curiosities of speech which would not normally be noticed in physical conversation may cause continual irritations when heard through the loud speaker, and they are often emphasized. Once a voice irritates, the listener is distracted from the sense of the words or speech, and will often say that he cannot hear the speaker. In, point of fact he is not listening.
There was a curious and interesting incident about the speed of reading which came to light a year or so ago. We were told by letter, telephone and verbally that the midnight news was always read much too fast, Many people added that no doubt the news reader wished to go to bed, but that night was the only chance he or she had to listen, as they worked all day and late. The accusations became so general that I investigated the facts.
It was found in fact that there was no alteration at all in the speed of reading. What was, I think, the answer was that the reaction of the listener at that time of night, and after long hours of work, was slower. The fault did not lie with us, but the cure did. The midnight news is therefore so far as possible read just that fraction slower.
The broadcaster has to rely solely upon his voice-he cannot give meaning or clarity by gesture or expression as we do in our conversations. Therefore clarity of enunciation is of the first importance.
I have learned much from what the President has said regarding speed in relation to those whose misfortune it is to be deaf. I think there may well be a general optimum, but there is also an individual optiimum. There can no more be a general optimum speech for all and any speaker than there is a general standard of language. The individual characteristics count greatly in accordance with the other factors which go to make for clarity. The speed in words per minute of those who read the news varies between 163 and 176 words per minute, but one is said by our listeners to be more audible than another. And not by any means the same reader; and certainly the most audible is not the slowest.
The secret of speed does not lie in words per minute, but in proper and adequate pauses and in realizing and transmitting the sense values of the English language. Here too rhythm plays an all-important part; a pause however brief, wrongly placed, can cause the listener uncertainty as to the meaning, and in adjusting himself thereby does not listen to the next few words.
The B.B.C. during its few years of existence has not only adopted a standard form of English with so far as possible a standard pronunciation, but has also developed and established a standard form of reading the news bulletins. We heard much at one time about the "tendentious inflection", implying that the reader was conveying his own interpretation of the news and failing to be impersonal; others complaining that he was so impersonal that he showed his disinterest in the news. He must be impersonal, not only in the political matters, but in all facts, news, and information, it is his job to convey.
It is for the listener to give the interpretations.
During 1940 when the reading of news was not a particularly pleasant or enviable occupation (we broadcast day after day a series of setbacks and of defeats) it was no uncommon thing to receive letters from our listeners saying on the one hand: "I know the news is bad, why should the reader make it worse?" and on the other hand: "The news is bad, but don't let the reader put on forced cheerfulness." And both listeners would be referring to the same bulletin and both asking "Why can't we have someone to read the news whom we can hear?" What they really meant was "to whom we will listen". You may be quite sure that when it is good news these same people will, and do, listen regardless of the reader.
Twice recently an experiment was tried by introducing to the regular team a reader who brought with him inflections and traces of dialects not heard amongst news readers till then. One was from the North Country, another from Scotland. Both these men were good readers so far as tone, speed, emphasis, and phrasing were concerned. The experiment failed-failed that is from the general point of view. They had of course a full measure of appreciation from listeners in their own areas or county. It failed for two reasons. Firstly because they were different from the others and from each other, and therefore distracting. The short "a" was heard in words like "aircraft". "castle", a.nd many were listening not to what he was saying but how he said it. In another case the listeners complained that they never knew whether he was talking about Burma or a bomber, and once again we were told that he couldn't be heard.
The second reason is I think interesting. Both these men said the same thing. It was, they said, difficult for them to read the news as it was written and give full value to their form of speech. The idiom of the North and Scotland is quite different. The writing was Southern English and the voice Northern.
Many times we have been asked whether women will ever read the news, and if not why not. The answer is that it is not the intention of the B.B.C. to appoint women news readers at present. This is in no way a reflection on their ability to read aloud, but because there are many people whose feelings would be ruffled in hearing news descriptions of war and particularly of battles read by women, and there is also the additional reason that, as the President so rightly said, a man's voice is by many more easily heard than a woman's. I hope I have been able to give some idea of the complexities which surround the life of the official broadcaster. It is a form of public speaking which is not comparable with any other. Recently we made an investigation into the speeds of speech of a number of people who broadcast. Figures taken, all over a period of three minutes, showed that the speeds of the professional broadcasters headed a list in a group. The fastest of the news readers showed the figure 528 , the slowest 488.
The difference is almost entirely made up not by speed of words, but length of pauses. The average pausing between sentences in the first case being just under two seconds, and between items three seconds, and in the second case two seconds between sentences and over four between items. The clarity in both cases was excellent. The other readers all maintained the same average speed with the same average pausing. Commander Kimmins who has broadcast so admirably on Naval affairs showed a speed in this category-510 words over three minutes, but his average pausing shcwed only 1l second average.
The second group are taken from the ranks of public speakers. The Prime Minister, speaking over the microphone following the fall of France, averaged 400 words in three minutes with average two second pauses at end cf sentences and 21 at the end of paragraphs, and 1 to 1 4/5th in mid-sentence.
The Deputy Prime Minister's speed was also 400 words in three minutes and his pausing at the end ot sentences slightly less than two seconds, but mid-sentence pausing the same.
The Archbishop of Canterbury, in broadcast address, was considerably slower, 325 in three minutes, but the pausing was considerably different. In mid-sentence or mid-phrase pauses were sometimes as great, if not greater, than at the end of a sentence or paragraph. This is a speech device frequently heard in the Church. Possibly it is the result of the spoken as opposed to the written word.
One further instance is, I think, interesting. In a studio broadcast the Foreign Secretary spoke 385 words in three minutes with average pausing. A broadcast speech from the Royal Albert Hall before a large audience, showed a rate of 100 words. Here surely is the reason why the public speaker when before the microphone shows a considerably lower speed. (The figure of 100 is, by the way, the figure excluding applause.) The public speaker can gauge his speed by his visual audience. He can, in a large hall, theatre, or church hear his own voice and hear perhaps the echo of it. The broadcaster cannot.
If the broadcaster were to speak as though he were before a large audience, as though, in fact, he were on a platform, the listeners would be the first to condemn.
No one wishes to have speeches made to him in his own home. He wishes to hear clearly, not loudly, intimately not pompously, or too formally, what the news or information is. Here lies the success of many broadcasters-. H. Middleton, Christopher Stone, the late Professor John Hilton. It's not so much what they said as the way they said it. They used the language and phraseology of the ordinary man. Their speed, their pausing, their emphasizing, their tone, was normal in everyday speech and they could be heard.
The average receiving set does not give a true and faultless reproduction of the sound vowels and consonants as they leave the mouth. Much of it, when heard at the loudspeaker, must be guesswork. If the English is strange, the strain on the listener is greater and the greater the strain, the sooner the fatigue, until the listener gives up and complains he cannot hear. We in the B.B.C. must remember that the listener should not have to strain to listen.
That is why our Talks Department and our Presentation Department spend much time in editing and watching the scripts and announcements which are broadcast, so that what is said should be said in the simplest way and thereby understood and heard without strain or fatigue.
The President referred to some of the comedians who broadcast. Not all are transgressors in the matter of speed. How often do we hear a question asked by one and the question repeated by his companion and sometimes twice repeated before the answer and the joke is told! But there are others, I agree, who are fast and much of the success of Tommy Handley is his speed and the unexpectedness of his remarks. Take these away from him and his popularity would quickly die. I fear there may be a number who cannot listen through faulty hearing, but I do know cases of elderly people who do and can hear him because I think they enforce concentration.
But they are the artistes who come on occasions to the B.B.C, The regular broadcasters and particularly the announcers, have many factors to bear in mind in front of the microphone, and they have, by experience, developed and practised a fairly consistent rate of speech. The optimum must, I think, be largely individual, the natural characteristic of the individual should be retained. The great disadvantage of broadcasting is that it makes its appeal to one sense only. It is of the utmost importance that broadcasters should keep in mind the value of the beauty of speech. They must, in addition to regularizing their speech, Tmodulate the voice as to pitch, emphasize correctly and be skilled in the subtle use of pauses so as to introduce the exact shade of colour required to keep up the interest and prevent any suggestion of boredom. And they must never forget that "father does not hear quite as well as he used to." APRIL-OTOL. 2 Mr. V. E. Negus said that the first interesting point about the range of voice was that the human capacity for hearing must be attuned to the range of the human voice. Fish, for example, could perceive sounds very much lower than those which were audible to the human ear, because they lived in a different medium. Some animals like shrews and bats no doubt had a range of hearing set to a higher pitch. In an audiogram it was obvious that the range of hearing did exceed the limits of speech. The diagram which the President showed indicated only the fundamental sounds. In the construction of the receiving set and in the hearing aids it was not the fundamental which counted for very much. Hartridge in Starling's "Physiology" showed that one could cut out all the lower pitches, including the fundamental, without diminishing the audibility for speech, and the important range appeared to be between 500 vibrations and 4,000. The overtones which made up the pattern of speech, whereby people guessed the meaning of the words, could be very high, and on a pitch of 2,000, if the overtones extended for three octaves above, the highest overtones were extremely high. The overtones varied in their intensity, the low ones being amplified more than the high, and it was the pattern of overtones which made the speech intelligible.
The male voice, speaking on a lower pitch, had overtones of a lower pitch than the female and therefore was likely to be more easily audible to the person who had lost the high tones.
In the gnaphs shown by the President the important part of the curves was the range between 500 and 4,000 and one saw on those graphs that in many cases the low tones were retained more or less normally while the high tones from above 500 were largely lost.
That would make the speech unintelligible, and if a receiving set could be made which cut out the low tones and amplified the high, it would be a very useful thing for a person who had got this high tone deafness.
On another point the masking effect of low tones was very much greater than the masking effect of high, and if the fundamental of a person's voice were amplified one thereby drowned the overtones. If the fundamental were cut out and one did not have the masking effect of that very loud tone (because the fundamental was always louder than the overtones) then the overtones, which were important, would be better heard. It was also said that one could cut out sounds not only below 500 and above 4,000, but even below 600 and above 3,000, and still retain audibility for speech. That was the simple explanation, he thought, of the reason why the male voice was more audible than the female, and the correction could only be made, in his opinion, not by the person turning on his wireless receiver more loudly, but by some selective mechanism which could reduce these lower tones. This was a subject which must be considered in detail, and he suggested that possibly it might be a good line of discussion, because it was not only of interest but open to possible help for the large number of slightly deaf people to whom reference had been made.
Major E. P. Fowler (U.S. Army) emphasised what Mr. Negus had just said. He thought he was very generous in saying that the most important parts of the pitch were from 500 to 4,000. Tests had shown that the important part was even smaller than that. He would have said the range was from 800 to 2,500 or certainly not over 3,000, and perhaps from 1,000 to 3,000 Certainly 80% of speech intelligibility had that frequency and if one cut out everything below 1,000 and above 3,000 one would get something lilie 80 per cent. of intelligibility in what was said. One could begin to understand speech at 30% intelligibility.
The characteristics of good speakers had been elicited by actual measurements. They were said to have clear voices or easily understandable voices because they did not drop their voices for certain words. The untrained speaker would let his voice fall off at the end of a sentence; he would not articulate the consonants as well as the trained speaker. The consonants, especially s, t, and th, were the letters on which the intelligibility of speech largely depended. He thought that something should be done about that. If Radio speakers and others were taught to emphasize the consonants then the old people who did not hear above 2,000 would be able to follow the broadcast. If one examined one's patients one would find that over a series of audiometer readings the upper end tended to fall off, but they did not complain of lack of audibility until they dropped off markedly at 2,000. In his opinion the importance of the low tone loss as compared with the high tone loss in otosclerosis had been over-emphasized.
Dr. Douglas Guthrie said that it was obvious from the discussion that the important part of the speech was not loudness, but speed and pitch. VerV little had been said about pitch except that, as they all knew, the female voice was not as suitable for broadcasting as the male. But the question of pitch was important. People facing the microphone sometimes became excited and the pitch rose so that they found themselves speaking at a higher level of tone than they would employ in ordinary circumstances.
The pause was even more important. It had been estimated that about 30% of our speech was silent. It consisted partly of pauses, and the point of the pause was of very great importance. The pause before making an important statement or after making it, or, after the fashion of the Prime Minister, during the important statement, added a great deal to its emphasis and to its intelligibility. But it was not simply a matter of words. Mr. Snagge had shown how various speakers had different rates of speaking. The average appeared to be about 160 words per minute. But those words might be long 'or short.
One would have to take a test over a long period if the number of words were to be taken as the criterion. What they should rather do was to gauge the number of speech sounds. A word might contain several speech sounds, and the speech sound or phoneme was the unit, and the phoneme might last from one-thirtieth to about one-tenth of a second. Mr. Snagge had mentioned "Professor Higgins" and although that character was intended by Shaw as a skit, he thought it rather a pity that the B.B.C. had not time to employ a Professor Higgins. The characterization contained a germ of truth, namely, that the analysis of speech in a scientific fashion had not really begun. A few.people had tried it, but they had not gone very far. A good deal could be done, for example, if one only heard one's own voice recordedback again, so that one perceived its faults. Oliver Wendell Holmes said that it would be an interesting thing to have a mirror for the voice, and suggested that it would be rather pleasant to have a replica of oneself with whom one could speak, getting inside him or outside him as the case might be. That would be rather a dull or perhaps painful existence. Yet Oliver Wendell Holmes realized that a speaker did not appreciate the sound of his own voice, and many people were shocked, as Mr. Snagge had said, when they heard it for the first time. Records might be taken of broadcasters and fired back at them for their criticism, though perhaps that was already done by the B.B.C.
One other investigation was the electrical recording of speech sounds and it could be done effectively by the cathode-ray oscillograph. This very sensitive ray gave a graph of the most rapid speech sounds which were then compared with other speech sounds. A colleague of the speaker's, Dr. Curry, began an inquiry of this kind just before the war, but was not able to continue it. He took records of Northumbrian dialect and compared it with standard English. The records were taken by the cathode-ray oscillograph showing the fluctuations of the beam of light, and the comparison between the two records was very striking. Speakers who used dialect gave a very different record from those who spoke what was known as standard English. He suggested that this matter should be worked -out not merely by ear, so to speak, but scientifically by electrical recording methods.
Air Commodore E. D. D. Dickson (R.A.F.) said that in the R.A.F. they had facilities for teaching people how to speak correctly through the microphone from the point of view of operational requirements. Control Officers were taught the proper way to give instructions and orders, and gramophone records were made of their voices and played back to them to make them aware of their faults.
Mr. H. V. Forster said that in an effort to arouse the interest of the student to understand the mechanism of voice and speech, he had been grateful to be able to refer to Mr. Negus' well known comparative researches in the animal world. The voice of the ox was mellow because of the massive structure of the vocal cord. The voice of the parrot owed its quality to a well developed syrinx, but its remarkable powers of speech were due to the large and mobile tongue. The rigid beak would be a poor substitute however for the flexible lips and cheeks of man.
He would ask Mr. John Snagge to account for the popularity of the crooner. It had --occurred to him that her success depended on clear diction, that of the legitimate singer on vocal instrumental effect rather than the listener's appreciation of the sung word.
Good diction relied on the clear enunciation of consonants. To confuse the numbers "five" and "nine" was common in telephone calls.
It was obvious that the "signal" language of the Armed Forces was designed to avoid such errors which might have serious consequences.
Mr. John Snagge, in reply, said that on the question of scientific investigation with the cathode ray, this had been a serious consideration with the B.B.C. and was taken up by them before the war. In wartime, however, they had not been able to get any further with it. Before the war they had had the help of the late Professor Lloyd James, an expert in phonetics, who was actually investigating with the cathode ray at the time the war broke out. The B.B.C. would eventually do something of that nature.
On the question of gramophone records of speech, this could be a very dangerous thing. The gramophone record of a man's own speech might shock him so much that he would be afraid to speak thereafter. He recalled an instance in the B.B.C. when a record was taken of the talk of a certain speaker and after he had finished a loudspeaker came on, repeating his speech from the record. This man listened for a minute or two, and then he said: "Who is that pompous ass who is reading my speech?" In fact, he could not tell whether anybody was going to be a good or a bad microphone personality by merely listening to them. Their speech had first to be recorded.
On the matter of of acoustics, the B.B.C. had done a great deal in this direction. The first step was carried out when they moved into Broadcasting House where the studios were specially designed, as they had not been at Savoy Hill, and various experiments were carried out in the matter of the lining of the walls. He did not himself think that to the listener it made a great deal of difference. Extremes, of course, were bad, but generally speaking the question of acoustics in the studio had little effect on the reception at the receiving end. It had to be remembered that there were many bad sets in existence in the country.
Some speakers at the microphone preferred to hear themselves when they sooke, and others did not. Some even blocked their ears when they spoke, while others had headphones in order that they might be sure of getting their voice coming back to them.
He had been asked a question about crooners. The whole question of crooning was very much in dispute. But crooning, after all, was only possible by the use of the microphone. It was a microphone trick. If the microphone were taken away from the crooner the audience would not hear a word, perhaps not a sound, and, of course, clarity of speech when one was talking or singing very quietly into a microphone was easily possible. It gave the greater opportunity of obtaining the values of the vowels and consonants. If the crooner suddenly opened his lungs and sung at the top of his voice, again, probably, the audience would not be able to hear clearly a single word.
